Interview Summary 



Application No. 

09/529,967 



Examiner 

Bradley L. Sisson 



Applicant(s) 

KORPELA ET AL. 



Art Unit 

1634 



All participants (applicant, applicant's representative, PTO personnel): 

(1) Bradley L Sisson . ( 3 ) ■ 

(2) Michael Moren, Rea. No. 42.013 . (4) ■ 

Date of Interview: 14 August 2002 . 

Type: a)D Telephonic b)D Video Conference 

cfel Personal [copy given to: 1)D applicant 2)B applicants representative] 

Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: d)D Yes e)E3 No. 
If Yes, brief description: . 

Claim(s) discussed: 1-22 . 

Identification of prior art discussed: . 



Agreement with respect to the claims f)D was reached. gM was not reached. h)D N/A. 

Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet . 

(A fuller description if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
Lwable^ must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the cla.ms 

allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 

OH It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview(if box is 
checked). 

Unless the paragraph above has been checked, THE FORMAL WRITTEN REPLY TO THE LAST OFFICE ACTION 
mm kS iKin l IDF THE SUBSTANCE OF THE INTERVIEW. (See MPEP Section 713.04). If a reply to the last Office 
^i^^y^^WU^i GIVEN ONE MONTH FROM TH.S INTERVIEW DATE TO FILE A 
ItATEMENT OF THE SUBSTANCE OF THE INTERVIEW. See Summary of Record of Interview requ.rements on 

reverse side or on attached sheet. 



Examiner Note: You must sign this form unless it is an 
Attachment to a signed Office action. 



Examiner's signature, if required 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
PTO-413 (Rev. 03-98) 



Interview Summary 



Paper No. 19 



ft . f* 

summary of Record of Interview Requirements 

application whether or not an agreement with the examiner was reached at the interview. 

Title 37 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 1.133 Interviews 

37 CFR §1 2 Business to be transacted in writing, 
any alleged oral promise, stipulation, or understanding in relation to which there is disagreement or doubt. 

The action of the Patent and Trademark Office cannot be based exclusively on the written record in the Office if that record is itself 

requirements for which interview recordation is ITZ^l^^r^o, procedures below. Where the 

be mailed prompt* after the interview rather than with the next offical communication. 

The Form provides for recordation of the following information: 

- Application Number (Series Code and Serial Number) 

- Name of applicant 

- Name of examiner 

- Date of interview 

- Type of interview (telephonic, video-conference, or personal) 

- Name of participant(s) (applicant, attorney or agent, examiner, other PTO personnel, etc.) 

- An indication whether or not an exhibit was shown or a demonstration conducted 

not restrict further action by the examiner to the contrary. . offi ti . 

- The signature of the examiner who conducted the interview (if Form is not an attachment to a signed Office acton) 

substance of the interview. 

A complete and proper recordation of the substance of any interview should include at least the following applicable items: 

1) A brief description of the nature of any exhibit shown or any demonstration conducted, 

2) an identification of the claims discussed, 

Ji an ISSon 32 &££SZZ&~* of a substance nature discussed, uniess these are a.ready described on the 

Interview Summary Form completed by the Examiner, ^ mintAr 

Sui ed The idert fiS oMne arguments is Sufficient if the general nature or thrust of the principal arguments made to he 
St Sn be undSlood in the £ntext of the application file. Of course, the applicant may des.re to emphas.ze and fu.ly 
describe those arguments which he or she feels were or might be persuasive to the examiner.) 
?S I! SESKff^ u?ess already described in the Interview Summary Form competed by 

the examiner. 

Examiners are expected to carefully review the applicant's record of the substance of an interview. If the record is not complete and 
accurate, the examiner will give the applicant an extendable one month time period to correct the record. 



Examiner to Check for Accuracy 



If the claims are allowable for other reasons of record, the examiner should send a letter setting forth the examiner s version of the 
statement attributed Ho ^m or her If the record is complete and accurate, the examiner should place the indication, "Interview Record OK on the 
paper recording the substance of the interview along with the date and the examiners initials. 



~ e u tfl mu»t Application No. 09/529,967 

Continuation Sheet (PTO-41 3) 



Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: The aspect of claims 1-10 and 16-19 satisfying the written 
description and enablement requirements of 35 USC 1 12, first paragraph, was d.scussed. Mr. Moran indicated^ 
would discuss with applicant the aspect of limiting "sample" in claim 1 to where it is a - quid sample-. Mr Moran and 
Mr. Sisson discussed how page 16 and Examples 3 and 4 found at page 17 o the disclosure ^dressed the use of 
samples that existed in a liquid form. The discussion of satisfaction of the written descr.pt.on and enablement .ssues 
focused on the sample, the prokaryotic cell, and the vector and its requisite origin of replication, the tetracycline 

Zr£Z::^T^ZZss^ of the instant disclosure adequately describing the claimed invention in 
such full, complete and clear terms that one would reasonable conclude that applicant had .n the.r possessor ^ at the 
time of fi ing, the generic method of claim 1 . Mr. Sisson indicated that he considered claim to encompass not only 

microbes disclosed at page 9, first full paragraph, but also virtually any and all possible "recombinant ^okaryotic 
cells " Mr Sisson, noting that claim 1 is not limited to the disclosed vector, expressed concern over the disclosed 
vector being functional in any prokaryotic cell, and especially those that are highly divergent fro ^colL 
Mr. Sisson noted that at page 2 of the Office action of 29 April 2002, paper No. 1 7, that claim 20 had been 
inadvertently included. Mr. Sisson noted that page 1 of the Office action as well as Paper No. 8, clearly r indicate that 
claim 20 had been withdrawn from consideration pursuant to the restriction requirement of 10 January 2001 , and the 
election by applicant in their response of 09 February 2001 , Paper. No. 7. 
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